Reply  by Menichelli, Maurizio
MACE was the abbreviation of “major adverse cardiovascular
events.” In Table 4 and the related results part, MACE referred
to “major adverse coronary events.” Furthermore, “major ad-
verse cardiac events” appeared in the abstract and result part as
another full name of MACE. According to the recommenda-
tion of the Academic Research Consortium (2 ), the term
MACE can be device-oriented or patient-oriented. Without
any definition and identical full name of MACE in the
SESAMI trial, a formidable barrier was built to understanding
the results and to comparison with other clinical trials.
My other concern is the inclusion criteria of the patients. In the
Menichelli article (1), all the patients had AMI eligible for primary
angioplasty, which seemed to be confirmed later in the catheter-
ization and study procedure part. But in the slides presented by the
author in EuroPCR 2006 (3), the rate of rescue coronary angio-
plasty accounted for 17.5% in the sirolimus-eluting stent (SES)
group and 17.7% in the BMS group. The related information on
rescue percutaneous coronary intervention in the study design and
protocol should be described because it was a different treatment
strategy for AMI patients.
By the way, the value of standard deviation of stent diameter in
the SES group in Table 2 might be 0.34 instead of 0.034,
according to the context.
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Reply
We appreciate the effort made by Dr. Pan in emphasizing the need
for consistent end points in the medical literature. He refers to the
“formidable barrier” reported by Dr. Cutlip (1) in understanding
results across clinical trials. We agree that consistency across
well-considered end point definitions is critical.
In our trial (2), we used a device-oriented composite definition
of major adverse cardiac events (MACE). However, as Dr. Cutlip
reported, “composite acronyms such as MACE have been used so
frequently with so many variations in definition that the ARC
recommends that the term be avoided altogether.”
In designing the SESAMI (Sirolimus-Eluting Stent Versus
Bare-Metal Stent in Acute Myocardial Infarction) trial, we tried to
establish consistency among end point definitions. Indeed, this
trial was among the first to adopt and utilize the new Academic
Research Consortium definition of stent thrombosis—well before
Dr. Cutlip’s article was published.
As far as inclusion criteria are concerned, all of the patients
presented with ST-elevation myocardial infarction and were
eligible for primary angioplasty. We adopted the same strategy
for all the patients once they were in our catheterization
laboratory; however, a small portion of them had previously
received thrombolytic therapy, as reported in Table 1 of our
original study (2).
Dr. Pan surmises correctly that decimal point was mis-
placed in the standard deviation value for the sirolimus-eluting
stent diameter in Table 2 of our study (2). The correct value is
0.034.
*Maurizio Menichelli, MD
*San Camillo Hospital of Rome
via della Grande Muraglia 46
Rome 00144
Italy
E-mail: menichelli747@yahoo.com
doi:10.1016/j.jacc.2007.10.015
REFERENCES
1. Cutlip DE, Windecker S, Mehran R, et al., for the Academic Research
Consortium. Clinical end points in coronary stent trials: a case for
standardized definitions. Circulation 2007;115:2344–51.
2. Menichelli M, Parma A, Pucci E, et al. Randomized trial of Sirolimus-
Eluting Stent Versus Bare-Metal Stent in Acute Myocardial Infarction
(SESAMI). J Am Coll Cardiol 2007;49:1924–30.
Resting Heart Rate and
Cardiovascular Disease: The
Beta-Blocker–Hypertension Paradox
The hypothesis of Fox et al. (1) of heart rate being an independent
predictor of cardiovascular and all-cause mortality in people with
and without diagnosed cardiovascular disease is convincing and
supported by a solid body of evidence. Considerably less well
documented is that pharmacologic heart rate slowing within the
physiologic range will reduce cardiovascular events or, indeed,
increase longevity. As Fox et al. (1) point out, it is likely that the
beneficial effect of beta-blockers after myocardial infarction and in
congestive heart failure is, at least to some extent, related to a
reduction in heart rate. However, the opposite seems to be true in
hypertension: we recently found a greater risk of cardiovascular
events (all-cause mortality, cardiovascular mortality, myocardial
infarction, stroke, and heart failure, all p  0.0001) with a lower
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